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ABSTRACT

“Caring Is Sharing”:
The Effect of Childhood Memories on Consumers’ Lending Behavior
by
Teodóra Szabó-Douat

Advisor: Sankar Sen

This research demonstrates that recalling childhood memories increases the likelihood of lending
one’s possessions to someone else by making people (particularly those who are less rebellious)
feel more connected to their communities. Five studies demonstrate the predicted effect of
childhood memories on consumers’ lending intentions and actual lending behavior. The studies
also provide evidence that childhood memories increase less-rebellious consumers’ sense of
self–community connectedness, which, in turn, facilitates lending, as sharing in (sharing with
family and close others) is a far more common form of sharing than sharing outside those circles.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

This research focuses on the under-examined consumer behavior of lending one’s
possessions in the context of peer-to-peer sharing of personal goods. Peer-to-peer sharing
facilitates sharing privately owned goods with others—neighbors, acquaintances, or complete
strangers (Sun, Supangkat, and Balasurbramanian 2016). The basis of peer-to-peer sharing is the
famous saying that essentially what people need is a hole in their wall, not a drill. People
typically lend goods they do not make full use of, such as sports equipment, tools, kitchen
appliances, garden equipment, or party supplies (Sun et al. 2016), although more and more peerto-peer sharing websites are popping up to cover a wide variety of retail segments, from high-end
fashion to children’s clothing and toys (Felsted and Halzack 2019; Saporita 2019). Peer-to-peer
sharing of personal goods is considered the prototype of the sharing economy, capturing the
original “global village” idea that people would share resources within digital communities
(Botsman and Rogers 2010; Kessler 2015).
Sharing instead of buying goods can have several individual and societal benefits.
Sharing resources can help the environment by reducing overconsumption and the waste that
comes from it. Owning fewer things may also reduce the mental demands that come with
ownership: “Not to possess too much will one day be the criterion of progress, of independence
and of liberty,” said Litwinski many years ago (1942, 31), but only recently have the younger
generations started to live by this and own less, to maintain more flexibility and freedom
(Morgan 2019).
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Despite the benefits of owning less and sharing more, peer-to-peer goods sharing has,
essentially, yet to take off. Most of the peer-to-peer goods sharing websites, such as Ecomodo,
Crowd Rent, Share Some Sugar, Thingloop, OhSoWe, and SnapGoods, did not withstand the test
of time; nor did NeighborGoods, which was even listed among the 100 most brilliant companies
by Entrepreneur magazine in 2011 (“100 Brilliant Companies 2011”). More generally, most
social, governmental, and religious movements based on the ideal of exclusive sharing, such as
communes, communism, kibbutzim, or the hippie movement lived a relatively short life (Belk,
Eckhardt, and Bardhi 2019). Sharing within our family and close circles is still fairly common
but sharing with those who are outside our circles is not so much (Belk 2010). Why do people
not want to share?
People are generally reluctant to part, even temporarily, with things they own (see e.g.,
Belk 1988; Thaler 1980), which likely contributes to the paucity of sharing in adulthood (Belk
and Llamas 2012). Research focusing on collaborative consumption has identified trust as the
biggest concern of consumer sharing (Botsman and Rogers 2010; Möhlmann 2015), but
practitioners believe that the main problem with the idea of sharing is simply human apathy
(Kessler 2015). A pretest (see in the Web Appendix) reinforced that indeed trust is the biggest
concern for consumers when it comes to lending their possessions, followed by the risks
associated with lending, and concerns of hygiene and contamination. Moreover, the same pretest
suggested that peer-to-peer goods sharing is hampered more by consumers’ reluctance to lend,
rather than to borrow.
The goal with this research is to better understand lending as a consumer behavior and
find a way to increase consumers’ willingness to lend their possessions to others. Given that
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sharing is typically learned in early childhood within the family (Hay 1979), the research takes a
developmental perspective on lending to theorize that recalling childhood memories increases
lending by making people feel more connected to their immediate community. Children are
taught the importance of sharing and its role in social relationships at a very early age (Santrock
2007), primarily by their parents, relatives, or teachers (Belk and Llamas 2012), causing them to
share possessions with not just their parents but also unfamiliar adults and peers even before they
turn 2 years old (Rheingold, Hay, and West 1976). In other words, children learn at an early age
that sharing is the expected and right thing to do (i.e., sharing is caring). Explicit references to
such sharing norms are, however, rarer in adulthood, during which sharing outside of family is,
in fact, relatively uncommon (Belk 2010; Belk and Llamas 2012). Given this, I argue that
reminders of childhood are likely to increase consumers’ willingness to lend by making them
feel closer to their immediate community, which facilitates sharing due to the unwritten rules and
norms that apply to families and close communities, including the norm of sharing. However, not
all consumers will feel this increased self–community connectedness and, thus, lend more. From
childhood on, some individuals are more rebellious than others, actively resisting or opposing the
imposition and influence of norms and often exhibiting antisocial tendencies, as well
(McDermott 2001; McDermott and Barik 2014). Given this fact, I predict that childhood
memories will increase consumers’ willingness to lend only for those who are less rebellious.
Five experiments provide support for the basic outcome prediction, as well as for the process
theorized to underlie it: that childhood memories make people feel more connected to their
community, which will influence their lending decisions.
The research makes a contribution to existing research by examining lending, an
important but so far overlooked consumer behavior. Understanding what makes consumers lend
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their possessions to others is increasingly important in the era of the sharing economy, yet
previous research has primarily focused on the borrowing side of the market—what drives
people to use Zipcar instead of traditional car rental services (Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012;
Lamberton and Rose 2012) or to rent apartments through Airbnb (Möhlmann 2015). However,
understanding the providing side of the market is just as important because sharing would not
exist without those who lend (Eckhardt et al. 2019). This research has implications for peer-topeer goods-sharing platforms, suggesting that reminding consumers of their childhoods might
increase their activity on these platforms.
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CHAPTER 2

Conceptual Framework

Lending

I define lending as the act of granting the use of what is ours to others with the mutual
expectation that the object of this transaction will be returned. Lending is one side of sharing,
which by definition includes both lending and borrowing: sharing is “the act and process of
distributing what is ours to others for their use as well as the act and process of receiving
something from others for our use” (Belk 2007, 127). Lending requires individuals to
temporarily give something up for someone else to use, but both parties understand that the
object of the transaction will be returned within a negotiated timeline. For peer-to-peer sharing,
lending is crucial, because without it, sharing would not exist. Clearly, the borrowing side of
sharing is important, too; however, the decision to borrow something is often an economic
decision (i.e., to save money). Besides, consumers are more willing to borrow something from
someone than lend their possessions to someone else (see pretest in the Web Appendix); hence, it
is consumers’ reluctance to lend, rather than to borrow, that hampers peer-to-peer goods sharing.
Lending is distinct from gift giving and from commodity exchange because the latter two
forms of distribution involve transfer of ownership (Belk 2010). While gift giving is mostly
related to ceremonial occasions and has a ritualized character involving wrapping, traditions, and
often special or even luxurious goods, sharing occurs more naturally, on a day-to-day basis and
with more ordinary goods (Belk 2007, 2010). Lending differs from charity and donations, as
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well, because the goods that are lent to someone else will eventually be returned to their owner;
there is no full transfer of ownership in lending (at most, it becomes a shared ownership; Belk
2007), unlike in charity and donations, where the ownership of the goods or money is fully
transferred to the new owner. When people lend their possessions to someone, they know that
eventually they will get those possessions back; it is therefore not a donation or a gift but a loan,
and both parties (i.e., the lender and the borrower) are aware of this. Lending temporarily
benefits the one who borrows, but there is no transfer of ownership in lending, whereas donation
means permanently giving up something that is ours for someone else’s benefit.
I note here that the literature on sharing mostly discusses sharing without differentiating
between lending and borrowing; however, in most of the literature sharing conceptually refers to
lending as defined here (i.e., lending our possessions to others). For example, in child
development literature, which will be discussed next, sharing typically refers to toy sharing—that
is, showing or giving a toy to someone else and playing together with that toy (Rheingold et al.
1976). Thus, I review the literature on sharing, because there is no previous literature discussing
lending independently, but the focus of the research is lending, as defined above.

Childhood and Lending (Sharing)

Sharing, just like possession and ownership, is a culturally learned behavior (Belk 2007;
Furby 1976). Children, at least in Western societies, typically learn about possession and
ownership first, and then they learn about sharing (Furby 1976). The two prototypes of sharing
are mothering and sharing within the household; both are tightly linked to childhood and to
parents’ caregiving (Belk 2007). Maxims such as “Sharing is caring” or “Share with others if you
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want them to share with you” may be familiar to many of us; we heard these—or variations of
these—sayings as children from our parents or other adults (Belk and Llamas 2012). Children
learn the importance of sharing and its role in social relationships at a very early age, primarily
from their parents, other caregivers, close relatives, teachers, or religious leaders, and they
practice it mostly with their peers—their siblings and friends (Belk and Llamas 2012). A large
body of child development literature focuses on when and how children learn sharing, an
important developmental milestone. Children start sharing objects with their parents as early as
12 months of age, though sharing becomes more frequent closer to age 2 (Hay 1979). With an
average of 16 months of age, children share toys even with unfamiliar adults (Rheingold et al.
1976). Young children share their possessions with others because of empathetic and
sympathetic concerns (Dreman and Greenbaum 1973; Ongley and Malti 2014; Santrock 2007),
because of reciprocity (Dreman 1976; Levitt et al. 1985; Olson and Spelke 2008), and due to the
request or reinforcement from their parents or other adults (Doland and Adelberg 1967; Levitt et
al. 1985). Ultimately, children develop the notion that sharing is part of a social relationship and
that it is the expected and right thing to do (Santrock 2007). Children can also understand and
enforce social norms from as early as age 3, suggesting that around this age children have not
only learned that sharing is an important norm in their community but that they also make sure
that their peers follow that norm (Rakoczy 2008; Tomasello and Vaish 2013).
As we grow up, however, explicit references to such sharing norms, whether coming
from peers, parents, or other authority figures, are extremely rare, and sharing outside one’s close
circle is relatively uncommon (Belk 2010; Belk and Llamas 2012). The literature calls this type
of sharing sharing out, referring to giving to others who are outside our close circles (Widlok
2004). Sharing out preserves the boundary between the self and the others, and it does not
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involve expanding the extended self beyond the closest circle of people (Belk 2010). Sharing in,
on the other hand, refers to sharing within our extended self, which typically includes family and
close others (Belk 2010). The extended self concept posits that certain people are viewed as part
of the self (Belk 1988), and it is evident that most people are more willing to share with those
they see as part of themselves. Sharing in is far more common than sharing out and falls closer to
the prototypes of sharing (mothering and sharing within the household; Belk 2007). The sharing
economy builds mostly on sharing out because this sharing usually happens among strangers.
While this works for the segments of the sharing economy that are actually closer to commodity
exchange (e.g., Uber, Airbnb), it does not seem to be enough for the segments involving real
sharing/lending of one’s possessions. People may always be reluctant to share with strangers
outside of their extended self.
Part of the issue is that individual ownership and private use of possessions appear to be
the default norm, at least in Anglo-Saxon societies (Rudmin 2016). This is due to historical
factors such as the predominantly individualist culture, the anticommunist ideologies during the
Cold War, and the general wealth that characterized past decades (Rudmin 2016). However,
sharing resources has always been present, even in these societies, albeit to a lesser extent than in
more collectivist cultures and in tribal societies in which sharing is crucial for survival
(Tomasello and Vaish 2013). Our forebears had to be cooperative; otherwise they would have
starved. Contemporary humans, however, are far less cooperative. Now, we are surrounded by
diverse groups of people in modern cities and do not need to rely on each other the same way;
nor do we feel the same connection with the people around us (Tomasello and Vaish 2013). It is
difficult to see the need for cooperation when individual benefits are not clear (Bridger and
Luloff 2001). Voluntary cooperation occurs more in communities that have developed a
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significant stock of social capital, and this social capital mostly depends on social trust, norms,
and networks (Putnam, Leonardi, and Nonetti 1993).
It appears that if people had closer bonds (or at least felt that they did) with those around
them, they would be more willing to share with those people. The question arises then: How can
we make people feel closer to their community or neighborhood to facilitate sharing in? Given
that 1) childhood memories have the ability to bolster social bonds through the reignition of
meaningful relationships (Wildschut et al. 2006) and 2) sharing—particularly sharing in—is
deeply ingrained from childhood, I propose that reminding people of their childhood would make
people feel more connected to the community they live in and, consequently, trust people more,
increasing their likelihood of lending their possessions to others around them (i.e., sharing out
would become sharing in). At the same time, the unwritten norms and rules that typically apply
to these close communities would also be activated, particularly those that are learned and
practiced primarily during childhood.
Childhood memories are specific types of autobiographical memories (Fivush 2011).
When someone recalls a memory, that particular autobiographical memory becomes accessible
and may activate self-concepts related to it (Gino and Desai 2012; Markus and Kunda 1986).
When people reflect on their childhoods, their child self-concepts are activated, and those selfconcepts guide their behavior in a given situation (in this case, sharing) in a way that is
consistent with their past behavior (Festinger 1957). Children are collaborative and cooperative,
and these qualities make them interdependent, as well; they need others to achieve their goals
(Tomasello and Vaish 2013). This interdependency weakens as children grow up, but if an adult
recalls childhood memories, their feeling of community interdependency is strengthened. This
community interdependency and the heightened sense of community connectedness increase
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people’s lending intentions, because lending within a close-knit community is common and is the
right thing to do. At the same time, as people’s sense of being closer to their communities
increases after recalling childhood memories, the rules and norms become more salient, as well,
particularly those learned in childhood. As a consequence, when presented with a decision about
a certain social behavior concerning their close community (e.g., lending their possessions to
someone), they act consistently with those behaviors experienced in the past (e.g., lending to a
higher extent, because that is the expected and right thing to do within a family or close
community). However, as discussed next, not everyone reacts to these normative social
situations the same way; their actions will depend on their susceptibility to social norms (Aarts,
Dijksterhuis, and Custers 2003).

Lending and Rebelliousness

From early childhood on, some individuals are more rebellious than others, actively
resisting or opposing the imposition and influence of norms (McDermott and Barik 2014). Those
who generally respect norms, rules, or authority behave in accordance with the norm of sharing
when the norm is salient, unlike those who do not respect norms, rules, or authority to a great
extent. Individuals’ susceptibility to social norms can be operationalized through their levels of
rebelliousness, that is, “wanting or feeling compelled to do something contrary to that required
by some external agency” (Apter 1982, 198). The definition holds that social conditions are
important in explaining rebelliousness. Rebelliousness is usually directed against authority or
other external agency, and it is contextual, typically directed against rules, expectations, or
conventions (Buss and Durkee 1957; McDermott 2001). Unlike conformity, which is more
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linked to descriptive norms (i.e., conforming to what others normally do), rebelliousness is
related to injunctive norms (i.e., rebelling against what others expect from them); thus, in the
context of sharing, consumers’ rebelliousness levels should affect their likelihood of sharing
their possessions when they feel that it is the expected thing to do, especially when this
expectation is increased by reminding consumers of their childhood. Rebelliousness differs from
psychological reactance which happens when one's behavioral freedom is reduced, so the
individual is motivationally aroused to regain them (Brehm 1966). Rebelliousness goes beyond
reactance, in that it can be a reaction to a broader set of situations (e.g., rebelling against
perceived or internalized norms). Furthermore, rebelliousness can be an enduring trait, whereas
reactance is related to specific situations.
Childhood adversity and adverse parenting style have all been identified as the
antecedents of adult rebelliousness (McDermott and Barik 2014), and rebelliousness has also
been linked to antisocial and socially undesirable behavior (McDermott 2001). Rebelliousness
also correlates with rugged individualism (McDermott 1988). These facts suggest that rebellious
people would be less likely to feel connected to their community and play by the rules,
particularly after looking back to their childhood, where much of their rebelliousness stems from.
To summarize, I argue that reminders of one’s childhood are likely to increase
consumers’ willingness to lend their possessions to others by making them feel closer to their
immediate community. However, this prediction applies only for individuals who are less
rebellious, as they are more likely to think as a “we” within their circles and adhere to the rules
and norms that apply to these communities.
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The hypotheses more formally:

H1:

For less-rebellious individuals, recalling childhood memories increases the
likelihood of lending their possessions to someone else.

H2:

For less-rebellious individuals, the increased self–community connectedness and
corresponding increased trust in others resulting from childhood memories
positively affect their likelihood of lending.
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CHAPTER 3

Overview of Studies

I tested the hypotheses in five studies. Studies 1, 3, and 4 test behavior intentions of
lending one’s personal possessions through a sharing website or app. Studies 2 and 5 test actual
lending behavior. Studies 2 and 5 were set up in a behavioral lab with a student population,
whereas studies 1, 3, and 4 were run on Amazon Mechanical Turk. I intended to increase the
external validity of the findings with the different settings, showing that childhood memories and
rebelliousness affect the lending patterns of members of the X, millennial, and Z generations
similarly. Furthermore, studies 3 and 4 provide evidence for the underlying mechanism through
mediation analysis, showing that childhood memories increase self–community connectedness
and, with it, trust in others, which then increases the likelihood of lending for less-rebellious
individuals.

Study 1: Divicino Sharing Website

The purpose of this study was to test the basic prediction (H1) that recalling childhood
memories affects consumers’ lending intentions and that the effect depends on their level of
rebelliousness.
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Participants and Procedure

A total of 116 participants living in the United States were recruited through Amazon
Mechanical Turk in exchange for a small monetary reward. After the exclusion of two
participants who did not follow the instructions (failed to write the essay), 114 participants
remained to be included in the analysis (51 females, Mage = 35.76, SD = 10.7). Participants were
randomly assigned to either the childhood memories or the control conditions.
In the first part of the study, participants were asked to write a brief essay on something
that happened at a particular time in the past. Participants assigned to the childhood memories
condition read the following instructions:

Remember special occasions with others from your past. Take a moment to cherish your
childhood memories. Please write a few paragraphs describing one event from your childhood
that you still remember to this date. Please provide as many details as possible so that another
person reading what you wrote could understand how you felt at that time.

For the control condition, the instructions were the following:

In this study, we would like you to bring to mind an ordinary event in your daily life—an event
that took place in the last week. Please write a few paragraphs describing this event. Please
provide as many details as possible so that another person reading what you wrote could
understand how you felt at that time.
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The childhood memories and control manipulations were created based on the
manipulations used by Wildschut et al. (2006), Gino and Desai (2012), and Lasaleta, Sedikides,
and Vohs (2014).
In the second, ostensibly unrelated part of the study, participants were told that we were
interested in their thoughts and opinions regarding a new sharing website. First, participants read
the introduction to a sharing website:

Divicino is a sharing website where people offer their own possessions for others to borrow.
You may offer anything that might be useful for someone else, e.g., a bike, a toaster oven, a
tennis racket, and so forth. You can also borrow items from other people. People may lend their
personal possessions for free, or charge a renting fee. The website uses a built-in rating system
of lenders and borrowers, secure payment transactions, and free delivery system.

Next, participants saw a print screen of the website’s homepage (see Appendix B). I
created this mock-up website based on existing sharing websites, such as Peerby or Streetbank.
Then participants were asked to check all the items they would consider lending from a list of a
total of 35 items. The items included sports equipment (e.g., bike, tennis racket), clothing items
(e.g., jacket, boots), household goods (e.g., toaster oven, sewing machine), tools (e.g., drill,
hammer), electronics (e.g., camera, video game console), and infant equipment (e.g., stroller,
infant car seat). Finally, participants indicated on a 7-point scale whether they would consider or
be likely to offer any of their personal possessions for rent through the Divicino website; whether
it would be a good idea; whether it would make them happy, be satisfying, or be a good way to
earn money; and whether it would help people who needed products they did not want to
purchase (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). I created a composite measure by averaging
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these seven items (a = .97). Next, participants indicated their impression of the Divicino website
on a seven-item semantic differential scale (7-point, bad/good, unfavorable/favorable, oldfashioned/modern, not creative/creative, dull/exciting, useless/useful, unreliable/reliable, a =
.904) and indicated how often they had consumed collaboratively in the past six months (“never”
to “more than three times a week”).
Then I assessed participants’ opinions about collaborative consumption in general, their
positive and negative affect, empathy, sympathy toward others, caring for others, cooperation,
conformity, attachment, materialism, and rule-following (see these scales in the Web Appendix).
Because the results of the analyses including these measurements neither confirm nor disprove
the hypotheses, I have not included them here. At the end of the study, participants completed a
10-item rebelliousness scale (Goldberg et al. 2006). Based on a confirmatory factor analysis, I
excluded three items with factor loadings lower than .70 (Hulland, Chow, and Lam 1996) and the
three items that were reverse-coded. The remaining four items are the following: “I break rules,”
“I enjoy crude jokes,” “I use swear words,” “I resist authority” (1 = very inaccurate, 5 = very
accurate; a = .694). Finally, participants provided basic demographic information, such as age,
gender, and household income.

Results and Discussion

Manipulation check. A separate pretest with 141 participants (63 females, Mage = 35.77,
SD = 10.95) confirmed the effectiveness of the manipulations. After the same essay-writing task
as in the main study, participants answered whether the writing task made them feel like a child
and whether it brought them back to a place where they felt like they were still a child (1 =
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strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; r = .906). Participants who wrote about their childhood
memories felt significantly more like a child than those who wrote about an ordinary event that
happened the week before (Mchildhood = 5.01, SD = 1.60 vs. Mcontrol = 2.74, SD = 1.92; F(1, 139) =
59.00, p < .001). I also assessed whether the writing task that participants completed made them
think of the lessons they learned during their childhood and whether it made them remember
some of the rules they were taught as children (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; r =
.871). Participants in the childhood memories condition scored significantly higher on the
combined measure than those in the control condition (Mchildhood = 4.43, SD = 1.85 vs. Mcontrol =
3.10, SD = 2.15; F(1, 139) = 15.33, p < .001).
Lending intentions. Moderation analysis using PROCESS macro (model 1; Hayes 2018)
yielded a significant interaction effect between the childhood memories condition and
rebelliousness on participants’ sharing behavior (b = -.45, SE = .19, t = -2.37, p = .019). The
Johnson–Neyman procedure was applied to identify regions of significance of the effect of
childhood memories across different levels of rebelliousness (Spiller et al. 2013). Consistent with
H1, there is a significant effect of childhood memories on lending intentions at and below 2.20
(28.07% of the sample, at 2.20 on the 5-point scale: b = .41, SE = .21, t = 1.99, p = .05), with
participants in the childhood memories condition indicating higher lending intentions. Above the
level of 2.20 on rebelliousness there were no differences in lending intentions based on the
childhood memories condition.
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Figure 1. Study 1: The effect of childhood memories and rebelliousness on consumers’ lending
intentions through the Divicino website.

Lending specific items. From a list of 35 items, participants checked off those that they
would be willing to lend to others through the Divicino website. I created a composite measure
by adding up the scores (0 = was not chosen, 1 = was chosen) of all items. Then, I ran a zeroinflated negative binomial regression analysis with the sum of all items as dependent variables
and childhood memories and rebelliousness as independent variables. The analyses revealed that
childhood memories and rebelliousness have a significant interaction effect on consumers’
willingness to lend these items (b = -.21, SE = .045, z = -4.56, p < .01), with less-rebellious
participants willing to lend more items in the childhood memories condition than in the control
condition.
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The interaction effect of the childhood memories condition and rebelliousness was not
significant on participants’ impressions of the Divicino website (p > .10). None of the potential
covariates (age, gender, or household income) were significant, so I did not include them in the
reported analyses. See the full questionnaire, descriptive statistics and additional analyses in the
Web Appendix.
This study provides preliminary evidence that childhood memories increase consumers’
willingness to lend their possessions, but only for those who are less rebellious. One limitation of
this study is that it investigates behavioral intentions, not actual behavior. In the next study, I
observed real lending behavior.

Study 2: Calculator Lending

The main purpose of study 2 was to replicate the results of study 1 in a lab setting,
observing real lending behavior. Whereas in study 1, I examined participants’ lending intentions,
in study 2, I observed whether participants were actually willing to lend one of their personal
possessions (their calculator) to another participant.

Participants and Procedure

A total of 107 undergraduate students from Baruch College participated in this study in
exchange for partial course credit. Prior to the lab study, I emailed participants and requested that
they bring a calculator with them because they would need it for a task. I made it clear that they
could not use their phone or computer calculators because of potential distractions. To make sure
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participants used their own calculators during the study, I had a verification question at the very
end of the study. I excluded 14 people because they did not have their own calculators, yielding a
total of 93 participants to include in the analysis (46 females, Mage = 22.05, SD = 4.05). I chose a
calculator as the object for lending because an informal poll among university students showed
that the vast majority of them had their own calculators. The average price of a calculator falls
somewhere between $10 and $40 dollars, which is not so low that students would give away the
object easily (creating a ceiling effect), but not so high that they would not want to lend it at all
(creating a floor effect).
To make the cover story believable, the first task was a calculating exercise. After this
task, participants were asked to write a brief essay on something that happened at a particular
time in the past. Participants were randomly assigned either to the childhood memories or the
control condition. The manipulations of childhood memories and the control conditions were
identical to those in study 1.
After the essay, participants saw the following message on their screens: “Some of the
other students completing this study in the lab next door (Room 12-180) may need a calculator.
Would you be willing to loan your calculator to one of these students for the next 10 minutes?
We guarantee that we will get your calculator back to you by the time you finish the study. If you
agree to this brief loan, please put your calculator on the shelf above your screen, and a lab
assistant will take it if it is needed, and your name, too, and he or she will also make sure that
you get it back when you sign out.” The participants’ lending decision (a yes/no choice) was the
main dependent measure of lending behavior.
Next, I assessed participants’ current moods, materialism, and rule-following, but
because the analyses from these measures neither confirmed nor disproved the hypotheses, I will
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not report them here. After a short filler task (a remote associates test, see in Web Appendix),
participants completed the same four items of the rebelliousness scale as in study 1 (a = .64) and
provided basic demographic data such as age, gender, and household income. At the end of the
study, participants were debriefed about the real purpose of the calculator.

Results and Discussion

Calculator lending. A logistic regression analysis using PROCESS macro (model 1;
Hayes 2018) yielded a significant interaction effect between the childhood memories condition
and rebelliousness on participants’ lending behavior (b = -.69, SE = .31, z = -2.22, p = .027). The
Johnson–Neyman procedure was applied to identify regions of significance of the effect of
childhood memories across different levels of rebelliousness (Spiller et al. 2013). Consistent with
H1, there was a significant effect of childhood memories on lending at and below 1.32 (5.38% of
the sample, at 1.32 on the 5-point scale: b = .96, SE = .49, z = 1.96, p = .05), with consumers in
the childhood memories condition willing to lend their calculators to a higher extent. There was a
significant effect of childhood memories on lending at and above 4.06, as well (6.45% of the
sample, at 4.06 on the 5-point scale: b = -.93, SE = .47, z = -1.96, p = .05), with consumers in the
childhood memories condition willing to lend their calculators to a lesser extent. None of the
potential covariates (age, gender, or household income) were significant, so I did not include
them in the reported analyses. See the full questionnaire, descriptive statistics and additional
analyses in the Web Appendix.
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Figure 2. Study 2: The effect of childhood memories and rebelliousness on participants’
willingness to lend their calculators to another student.

The study demonstrated how childhood memories affect real lending behavior, depending
on one’s rebelliousness. I replicated the results of study 1 by showing that after recalling
childhood memories, less-rebellious participants were more willing to lend their calculator than
those who recalled a recent ordinary event. On the other hand, more rebellious participants were
less willing to lend their calculator after recalling a childhood memory than after recalling an
ordinary event from the recent past.

Study 3: The Share the World App and the Mediating Role of Self–Community Closeness

The purpose of this study was to provide evidence that childhood memories make
consumers more connected to the community they live in, which then increases their lending
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intentions because lending to those who are part of our extended self is easier than lending to
those who are outside our circles (H2). I use a different lending surface in this study, an app
called Share the World.

Participants and Procedure

A total of 300 participants were recruited for this study on Amazon Mechanical Turk.
Fifty-eight participants requested to remove their data after reading the debriefing at the end of
the study (see the debriefing text in the Web Appendix), yielding a total of 242 participants for
the final analysis (100 females, Mage = 38.24, SD = 10.98). Note that the results are comparable if
I include all 300 participants in the analyses.
Participants were randomly assigned to either the childhood memories or the control
condition. In the childhood memories condition, participants received the following instructions:

In this study, we would like you to think about your childhood and all the memories you have
from those years. Please describe one event from your childhood that you remember well to
this date. Please provide as many details as possible so that another person reading what you
wrote could understand how you felt at that time.

In the control condition, participants read the following instructions:

In this study, we would like you to describe your physical surroundings, the place you are right
now. Describe only the physical objects in the place, e.g., the furniture, devices, etc. Please
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provide as many details as possible so that another person reading what you wrote could
imagine the place.

I changed the control condition in this study because the study was run during the lockdown due
to the COVID-19 pandemic, and I did not want people to reflect on a recent ordinary event
during these not-so-ordinary times.
In the second, ostensibly separate part of the study, participants first read the following
about a sharing application called Share the World:

Many sharing apps have started in the recent months. One successful app that was quickly
adopted by people around the country is Share the World, which was the subject of a recent
New York Times article.
Share the World allows you to connect with other people in your local community (i.e.,
neighborhoods, streets, blocks, apartment buildings), who post both what they need and what
they are willing to lend to their neighbors.
If there is a match (e.g., if you are willing to lend an item that a neighbor needs), the two of you
can arrange the details of the share (e.g., you can leave the item in front of your door tomorrow
at noon, so your neighbor can pick it up).

After reading the description of the app, participants saw a post, supposedly from
someone from their neighborhood:

A

Alex Miller
Hi neighbors, my vacuum cleaner suddenly stopped working... Could anyone
lend me a vacuum cleaner for a couple of hours today? Thanks!
9:32 AM - Jul 16
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After seeing the post, participants answered how likely they would be to lend their
vacuum cleaner to Alex (1 = not at all likely, 7 = very likely). They were then presented with a
list of 20 items (kitchen equipment, household items, tools) and asked to place a check by any
item they would be willing to lend to someone through the Share the World app, assuming that
they owned all these items. Participants then responded to five general questions regarding the
Share the World app (“I would be interested in trying the Share the World app,” “I am likely to
lend my personal possessions through the Share the World app,” “I would be happy to lend my
possessions to others through the Share the World app,” “I would lend my personal possessions
to others through the Share the World app to help people who need things they don’t want to
purchase,” and “Lending my personal possessions to others through the Share the World app
would be satisfying”; 1 = not at all, 7 = very much, a = .976). Then participants had the option to
type in their ZIP code if they wanted to know whether there were people already signed up on
the Share the World app in their neighborhood. At the end of this part of the study, we asked if
participants would be willing to share certain items related to the lockdown and the COVID-19
pandemic, such as basic food items (e.g., flour, sugar, milk), household products (e.g., toilet
paper, disinfectant products), and hygiene products (e.g., face masks, rubbing alcohol). Finally,
participants indicated how often they have lent anything to anyone in the past 3 months (“never”
to “more than three times a week”).
In the third part of the study, participants completed a six-item family–community scale
(e.g., “Our community is like a big family,” 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree, a = .962;
see Appendix A), the single-item Inclusion of Community in Self scale (Mashek, Cannaday, and
Tangney 2007), in which participants had to choose the picture that best described their
relationship with the community they live in (see Appendix A), the 18-item Relational Models
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scale for groups (Vodosek 2009), a five-item beliefs about sharing scale (e.g., “Sharing with
others is the right thing to do,” 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree, a = .919; see Appendix
A), the four-item rebelliousness scale as in earlier studies (a = .726), and demographic data,
including gender, age, number of siblings, and birth order.

Results and Discussion

Lending the vacuum cleaner. Moderation analysis using PROCESS macro (model 1;
Hayes 2018) yielded a significant interaction effect between the childhood memories condition
and rebelliousness on participants’ willingness to lend their vacuum cleaner to Alex (b = -.55, SE
= .27, t = -2.04, p = .042). The Johnson–Neyman procedure was applied to identify regions of
significance of the effect of childhood memories across different levels of rebelliousness (Spiller
et al. 2013). Consistent with H1, there was a significant effect of childhood memories on lending
intentions at and below 2.56 (42.15% of the sample, at 2.56 on the 5-point scale: b = .54, SE =
.27, t = 1.97, p = .05), with participants in the childhood memories condition indicating a greater
inclination to lend the vacuum cleaner. Above the level of 2.56 on the rebelliousness scale, there
were no differences in lending intentions for the vacuum cleaner between the childhood
memories and control conditions.
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Figure 3. Study 3: The effect of childhood memories and rebelliousness on lending the vacuum
cleaner.

General lending intentions. Similarly, the childhood memories condition and
rebelliousness had a significant interaction effect on participants’ willingness to use the Share the
World app to lend their possessions to others (b = -.52, SE = .25, t = -2.08, p = .039). Again,
there was a significant effect of childhood memories on lending intentions at and below 2.29 on
the rebelliousness scale (32.23% of the sample, at 2.29 on the 5-point scale: b = .55, SE = .28, t
= 1.97, p = .05), with participants in the childhood memories condition indicating higher lending
intentions. Above the level of 2.29 on the rebelliousness scale, there were no differences in
lending intentions between the childhood memories and control conditions.
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Figure 4. Study 3: The effect of childhood memories and rebelliousness on lending through the
Share the World app.

Mediation of community connectedness. Moderation analysis using PROCESS macro
(model 1; Hayes 2018) yielded a significant interaction effect between the childhood memories
condition and rebelliousness on participants’ sense of community connectedness (b = -.38, SE =
.19, t = -2.06, p = .040). There was a significant effect of childhood memories on self–
community connectedness at and below 1.79 on the rebelliousness scale (16.94% of the sample,
at 1.79 on the 5-point scale: b = .53, SE = .27, t = 2.03, p = .05), with participants in the
childhood memories condition indicating higher overlap of self and community. Above the level
of 1.79 on rebelliousness there were no differences in self–community connectedness between
the childhood memories and control conditions.
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Moderated mediation analysis using Hayes’s (2018) PROCESS macro (model 8, 10,000
iterations, 95% confidence interval) with the childhood memories condition as the independent
variable, rebelliousness as moderator, the self–community connectedness as mediator, and
willingness to lend the vacuum cleaner and to lend through the Share the World app in general as
dependent variables revealed a significant indirect effect of the interaction, as the confidence
interval did not include zero (for vacuum cleaner: SE = .14, LLCI = -.563, ULCI = -.004; for
general lending: SE = .15, LLCI = -.600, ULCI = -.006).
Other measures. The interaction effect of the childhood memories condition and
rebelliousness was not significant for lending specific items or sharing pandemic-related items,
on the family–community scale, or on the Relation Models Theory subscales. There is a
marginally significant interaction effect on the norms and beliefs about sharing scale (b = -.32,
SE = .16, t = -1.95, p = .053). The effect of childhood memories on the norms and beliefs about
sharing is significant at and below 2.13 on the rebelliousness scale (23.55% of the sample, at
2.13 on the 5-point scale: b = .39, SE = .20, t = 1.97, p = .05), with participants in the childhood
memories condition indicating higher beliefs about the importance of sharing. However, the
norms and beliefs about sharing is not significant as a mediator (neither alone nor in parallel with
the self-community connectedness). None of the potential covariates (gender, age, number of
siblings, birth order) were significant when I added them to the moderated mediation model, so I
did not include them in the reported analyses. See the full questionnaire, descriptive statistics and
additional analyses in the Web Appendix.
This study provides evidence that childhood memories make less-rebellious consumers
feel closer to the people around them, resulting in higher lending intentions. One limitation is
that in this study (unlike in the previous studies), consumers’ lending intentions increased as
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rebelliousness increased in the control condition. In other words, the baseline here is that morerebellious consumers are willing to lend their possessions to a higher extent. I provide a potential
explanation to this result in the Discussion section. Nevertheless, the outcome for less-rebellious
consumers is as predicted: childhood memories increased their willingness to lend comparing to
those in the control condition.

Study 4: The Divicino Website and the Serial Mediation of Self–Community Connectedness
and Trust

The purpose of this study was to provide further evidence of the underlying process
through serial mediation of community connectedness and trust, respectively. Furthermore, I test
whether nostalgic feelings mediate the effect of childhood memories and rebelliousness on
lending intentions.

Participants and Procedure

A total of 197 participants living in the United States were recruited through Amazon
Mechanical Turk in exchange for a small monetary reward (97 females, Mage = 36.25, SD =
11.88). Participants were randomly assigned to either the childhood memories or the control
condition.
In the first part of the study, participants were asked to write a brief essay on something
that happened at a particular time in the past. I used the same manipulations as in studies 1 and 2.
Right after the essay, participants’ nostalgic feelings were assessed on two items (“Right now,
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I’m feeling quite nostalgic” and “I am having nostalgic feelings”, r = .962). In the second,
ostensibly unrelated part of the study, participants saw the mock-up sharing website identical to
the one used in study 1, and they indicated whether lending any of their personal possessions
through the Divicino website would be likely, would make them happy, would be satisfying, or
would help people who needed products they did not want to purchase (1 = strongly disagree, 7
= strongly agree). I created a composite measure by averaging these four items (a = .963).
Participants then indicated how often they had lent or borrowed anything through a sharing
website or participated in any other forms of the sharing economy (e.g., using Uber, Airbnb, etc.)
in the past six months (“never” to “more than three times a week”).
Next, I assessed participants’ community connectedness on four items (“I feel part of a
group of friends”, “I feel in tune with the people around me,” “I have a lot in common with the
people around me,” “I feel connected to loved ones”; 1 = not at all, 7 = extremely, a = .939;
Hawkley, Browne, and Cacioppo 2005) and their trust in others in relation to sharing on three
items (“People are generally trustworthy,” “I would trust other people with my personal stuff,”
and “I trust other people to take good care of the stuff I lend them”; 1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree, a = .894). I also measured risk-taking, social connectedness, perceived
independence, attitudes toward traditions, empathy, and positive and negative moods (see in
Web Appendix), but because the analyses from these measures neither confirmed nor disproved
the hypotheses, I will not report them here.
After a short filler task, participants completed the same four-item rebelliousness scale as
used in the previous studies (a = .685). Finally, participants provided basic demographic
information, including age, gender, and household income.
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Results and Discussion

Lending intentions. Moderation analysis using PROCESS macro (model 1; Hayes 2018)
yielded a significant interaction effect between the childhood memories condition and
rebelliousness on participants’ lending intentions through the Divicino website (b = -.34, SE =
.14, t = -2.42, p = .017). The Johnson–Neyman procedure was applied to identify regions of
significance of the effect of childhood memories across different levels of rebelliousness (Spiller
et al. 2013). There was a significant effect of childhood memories on lending intentions through
the Divicino website at and below 2.26 (30.46% of the sample, at 2.26 on the 5-point scale: b =
.30, SE = .15, t = 1.97, p = .05), with participants in the childhood memories condition indicating
higher lending intentions. Above the level of 2.26 on the rebelliousness scale, there were no
differences in lending intentions between the childhood memories and control conditions.
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Figure 5. Study 4: The effect of childhood memories and rebelliousness on lending through the
Divicino website.

Serial mediation of self–community connectedness and trust. Moderated serial mediation
analysis using Hayes’s (2018) PROCESS macro (model 85, 5,000 iterations, 95% confidence
interval) with childhood memories as the independent variable, self–community connectedness
and trust as mediators (in this order), rebelliousness as the moderator, and willingness to lend as
the dependent variable revealed a significant indirect effect of the interaction, as the confidence
interval did not include zero (SE = .03, LLCI = -.1251, ULCI = -.0003). The model 85 allows for
two or more subsequent mediators, as well as a moderator that moderates the relationship
between the independent variable (i.e., childhood condition) and each mediator (i.e., self–
community connectedness and trust) and the dependent variable (i.e., lending intentions).
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Figure 6. Study 4: Serial mediation of self–community connectedness and trust. *p < .05; **p <
.01; ***p < .001 (wherever there is an interaction, the b is corresponding to the interaction
effect)

As previous literature provides evidence that nostalgic memories increase social
belongingness (Lasaleta et al. 2014; Wildschut et al. 2010) and outgroup trust (Turner et al.
2013), I tested whether nostalgic feelings mediate the effect of childhood memories and
rebelliousness on lending intentions (see the same test in Gino and Desai (2012)). The results
indicated no mediation effect of nostalgic feelings. None of the potential covariates (frequency of
using sharing websites or other forms of the sharing economy in the past 6 months, gender, age,
and household income) were significant when I added them to the moderated serial mediation
model, so I did not include them in the reported analyses. See the full questionnaire, descriptive
statistics and additional analyses in the Web Appendix.
This study provides further evidence for the underlying process of the basic findings in
the previous studies. It demonstrates that reflecting on childhood memories increases lessrebellious consumers’ sense of connectedness to their community, and that connectedness
increases their trust in others. As a consequence, these consumers are more willing to lend their
possessions to others.

Study 5: Calculator Sharing and Refuting Alternative Accounts

The purpose of this study was to refute some alternative explanations—namely the
expectations about how to behave in general and parental expectations, as well as the feeling of
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being observed by parents—as the underlying process. It is possible that childhood memories
increase people’s sense of having to live up to high expectations (general and parental) and that
this feeling makes them lend more. There is also a possibility that the manipulation works
similarly to the watching eye (Bateson, Nettle, and Roberts 2006; Haley and Fessler 2005) or the
activation of the God concept (Shariff and Norenzayan 2007), both of which have been shown to
increase prosocial behavior. The study observed real lending behavior in a lab setting, like study
2.

Participants and Procedure

A total of 162 undergraduate students from Baruch College participated in this study in
exchange for partial course credit. I excluded 20 people who asked for their data to be removed
from the analysis after they read the debriefing at the end of the study (see the debriefing in the
Web Appendix) and an additional 9 people because they did not have their own calculators,
yielding a total of 133 participants included in the analysis (83 females, Mage = 22.85, SD =
5.33). Note that the results are comparable if I include in the analyses those who asked for their
data to be removed (but had their own calculators).
The procedure of the first part of the study was the same as in study 2. First, participants
completed the calculating exercise, then wrote an essay either about their childhood memories or
about an ordinary event that happened last week. One difference is that I added some measures
before the main dependent variable. I assessed participants’ sense of general expectations on six
items (e.g., “I feel that I have to comply with the expectations”; 1 = very inaccurate, 7 = very
accurate, a = .76), parental expectations on three items (e.g., “I try to live up my parents’
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expectations”; 1 = very inaccurate, 7 = very accurate, a = .72), and the feeling that parents are
watching them on two items (e.g., “It feels like my parents are looking over my shoulder”; 1 =
very inaccurate, 7 = very accurate, r = .75). After that, they read the same question as in study 2,
asking whether they wished to lend their calculators to other students.
After a short filler task (a remote associates test), participants completed the same four
items of the rebelliousness scale as in the previous studies (a = .64) and provided basic
demographic data, such as age, gender, number of siblings, and birth order. At the end of the
study, participants were debriefed about the real purpose of the calculator.

Results and Discussion

Calculator lending. A logistic regression analysis yielded a significant interaction effect
between the childhood memories condition and rebelliousness on participants’ lending behavior
(b = -1.03, SE = .45, z = -2.31, p = .021). The Johnson–Neyman procedure was applied to
identify regions of significance of the effect of childhood memories across different levels of
rebelliousness (Spiller et al. 2013). Consistent with H1, there was a significant effect of
childhood memories on lending intentions at and below 1.34 (10.53% of the sample, at 1.34 on
the 5-point scale: b = 1.36, SE = .69, z = 1.96, p = .05), with consumers in the childhood
memories condition more willing to lend their calculators. There was a significant effect of
childhood memories on lending intentions at and above 3.93, as well (4.51% of the sample, at
3.93 on the 5-point scale: b = -1.32, SE = .67, z = -1.96, p = .05), with consumers in the
childhood condition less willing to lend their calculators.
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I ran a moderated mediation analysis (PROCESS macro model 8, 10,000 iterations, 95%
confidence interval; Hayes 2018) separately with the perceived expectations, the parental
expectations, and the “watching parents” measures, and none of these mediated the relationship
between the childhood memories condition and lending. Furthermore, none of the potential
covariates (age, gender, number of siblings, and birth order) were significant, so I did not include
them in the reported analyses. See the full questionnaire, descriptive statistics and additional
analyses in the Web Appendix.
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Figure 7. Study 5: The effect of childhood memories and rebelliousness on participants’
willingness to lend their calculators to another student.
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This study provides evidence that the process is not through an increased perception of
general and parental expectations and that reflecting on childhood (and naturally, thinking of
parents) does not have the “watching eye” effect on people.
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CHAPTER 4

General Discussion and Conclusion

Theoretical Contributions and Implications

Five studies provide evidence that less-rebellious individuals, as opposed to morerebellious ones, are more willing to lend their personal possessions to a stranger when they are
reminded of their childhood. The studies demonstrate that recalling childhood memories
increases the likelihood of lending one’s possessions to someone else by making less-rebellious
people feel more connected to their communities, turning sharing out to sharing in. One study
goes a step further and shows that the increased self–community connectedness increases trust in
others and that this, in turn, can positively affect consumers’ lending intentions.
This research contributes to sharing literature by examining consumers’ lending intentions
and behaviors. The results indicate that making people reflect on their childhood can increase
their lending intentions and actual lending behavior. This has a practical implication for peer-topeer sharing companies. It appears that simply expecting consumers to share will not bring the
expected results: consumers need to feel that the people they have the option to lend to are part
of their extended self. This research shows that childhood memories have the ability to make
people feel more connected to their communities.
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Limitations and Future Research

The research has several limitations. First, it studies a specific form of sharing, that is,
lending personal possessions to a stranger. I chose to focus on lending behavior because within
the domain of peer-to-peer sharing, lending has not been examined as thoroughly as borrowing.
Furthermore, to keep the studies consistent, I focused on lending tangible goods only, which is
only one type of sharing. Future research could investigate people’s borrowing behavior, as well
as the sharing of intangible goods such as time, work, or knowledge. One study included
sharable items as well (items shared without the expectation of getting them back, such as food),
but I did not find an effect on these items. Nevertheless, future research could explore the
different mechanisms of lending and sharing.
Second, in all of my studies, I recruited participants who live in the United States. I did so
because sharing, as a norm, can vary from culture to culture, and examining cultural differences
in sharing is beyond the scope of the current paper. It is, however, a potentially fruitful way for
future research to study how other cultures’ sharing norms influence individuals’ lending
behavior. It is likely that in collectivist cultures lending is generally more common than in
individualist cultures. Relatedly, independent versus interdependent self-construal could play a
role in lending (Singeles 1994). A future study could measure self-construal and test whether
childhood memories affect it (e.g., people become more interdependent after reflecting on their
childhood), or whether it could be used as a moderator. Another related explanation of the results
could be the degree to which people associate themselves with others. When we feel that
someone is like family (and childhood memories may elicit these feelings towards others, as the
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results partially proved this), we may feel an assimilation with these people, and thus, lend our
things to them to a higher extent.
Third, I did not have a prediction for highly rebellious people in this research, as it
appeared that rebelliousness could affect lending both positively and negatively. Future research
could investigate highly rebellious individuals’ lending behavior. As for the results of the current
studies, in the first two studies, the level of participants’ rebelliousness did not influence their
lending intentions and behavior in the control condition (i.e., when they were not reflecting on
their childhood memories). However, in studies 3, 4, and 5, lending intentions increased as the
individuals’ rebelliousness increased. I do not have an explanation for this, only a speculation.
Rebellious people can rebel against rules and expectations—but also against the status quo,
which involves individual ownership of possessions (Rudmin 2016). Thus, lending could be seen
as an act that disrupts this status quo. Proactive and reactive rebelliousness could play a role
here, as well. Proactive rebelliousness aims to reach a pleasurable state and have fun and
excitement by opposing a rule or requirement, whereas reactive rebelliousness is an emotional
reaction to disappointment or frustration (McDermott 1988). The way I measured rebelliousness
in the studies with the four items (I break rules, I resist authority, I enjoy crude jokes, and I use
swear words) falls closer to proactive rebelliousness, but a future study could measure both types
of rebelliousness properly and examine the difference between the two. Furthermore, parenting
style and attachment style influence rebelliousness in adulthood (McDermott and Barik 2014), so
a future study could explore their effects on sharing behavior, in particular, through interpersonal
trust.
Fourth, recalling childhood memories (as opposed to an ordinary event that happened
recently or describing physical surroundings) may elicit psychological (e.g., temporal) distance,
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which then could increase abstract thinking (Trope and Liberman 2010). It is possible that people
could be more willing to part with their possessions when they feel more distant from the present
and think more abstractly. However, there is also evidence (supported by the current research)
that childhood memories could elicit closeness (Stephan, Sedikides, and Wildschut 2012).
Nonetheless, a future study could assess the levels of psychological distance between the
conditions that could account for the differences in participants’ lending intentions, and another
study could use a different control condition that would elicit psychological distance the same
way as childhood memories do (e.g., writing about high school years). With this control
manipulation another alternative account could be refuted, that is that it is nostalgic feelings that
increase lending intentions. I addressed this issue in study 4 including nostalgic feelings as
mediator, which did not mediate the effect of childhood memories and rebelliousness on lending
intentions; nevertheless, a future study could address it with the proposed control condition of
reflecting on high school memories. Because all the current studies have employed an essaywriting manipulation, yet another study could manipulate childhood differently, perhaps priming
it by certain music or videos that were popular when the participants were young. This kind of
priming could be easily adapted by peer-to-peer goods sharing platforms.
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APPENDIX A

Inclusion of Community in Self scale (Mashek et al. 2007) - Study 3:
Choose the picture that best describes your relationship with the community you live in. (S =
Self, C = Community)

Family–community scale - Study 3:
1. I think of people around me as family.
2. People close to me feel like family.
3. I feel like I’m surrounded by people who care about me.
4. Our community is like a big family.
5. The people near me are like an extended family.
6. In our community we care for each other just like family members do.

Norms and beliefs about sharing - Study 3:
1. Sharing with others is the right thing to do.
2. Sharing is caring.
3. It is our responsibility to share with people in need.
4. We should share what we have with others.
5. Sharing makes the world a better place.
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General expectations - Study 5:
1. I feel that I have to comply with the expectations.
2. I do what people expect me to do.
3. I feel like I have to act in a way that is expected from me.
4. I try to do the right thing right now.
5. I know what I am supposed to do right now.
6. I am aware that there are some expectations of how to behave right now.

Parental expectations - Study 5:
1. I want to be a good child to my parents.
2. I try to live up to my parents’ expectations.
3. I want my parents to be proud of me.

Parents are watching - Study 5:
1. It feels like my parents are looking over my shoulder.
2. I have a feeling that my parents are watching what I’m doing.
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APPENDIX B

Figure 8. Print screen of the homepage of the mock-up website used in studies 1 and 4.
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